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Palestinians’ Munich disclaimer
'Eakem with a grain of salt

Special to The Christian Science Monitor
Beirut, Lebanon

The belated statement by the Palestine
Liberation Organization (PLO) disclaiming
responsibility for the Munich attack by the
Black September organization is a formal
and tactical move that should not be taken too
literally.

Much of its significance turns on the
meaning to be given to the word ‘‘responsi-
bility." If this is taken to mean ‘“‘with the
prior knowledge and the prior approval of"
then the PLO can truthfully deny its responsi-
bility.

" It had no prior knowledge because Elack
September is the one Palestine guerrilla
group that has managed to maintain tight
secrecy around itself and its operations, and
it is well known that there is little or no
secrecy in the PLO. And there would not have

-been prior approval, for the young men and

women in Black September broke away
simply because of what they felt was the
pussyfooting moderation of the older organi-
zations grouped in the PLO. (Till as late as
1969 Al-Fatah, the largest group, was insjst-
ing that its attacks should be on military
targets and personnel.)

But if ‘‘responsibility’’ means ‘‘with the
approval of," then the PLO was telling a

. tactful tactical untruth in disclaiming respon-

sibility because Palestinians at all levels —
from university professor to truck driver -

approve of Black September unanimously,
proudly, and defiantly. )

This approval, subsequent to the event, is
certainly felt, privately, by members of the
PLO executive committee which issued the
disclaimer. .

Afier all, only one Arab ruler, King Hussein
of Jordan, has expressed disapproval of
Munich.

There are, of course, precedents for such
formal disclaimers. The State Department
would deny responsibility for some of the
activities of the Central Intelligence Agen-
¢y's undercover operations. And, more apro-
pos, the Jewish Agency in the 1940’s always-
denied responsibility for the viclent acts of
the Stern Gang and the Irgun Zvei Leumi,
though it is now known, backed by a decision
of the Israeli Supreme Court, that they were
all part of a single overall organization. The
PL.0 is thus simply stating its position for the
record.

The Israelis are unlikely to believe it
because Tel Aviv newspapers are issuing
what they claim to be lists of the names of
leaders of Black September which link that
group which Al-Fatah. But these are no more
than guesses and part of the propaganda
game, '

More important is the fact that in its last
few meetings, the PLO executive committee
made progress, though painfully slowly,
toward the unification of its various groups.
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By Jack Anderson

-An estimated 1,500 intelli-
gence agents have quiclly in-
filtrated the State Department
where they carry on their
epyving activities In diplomatic
garh.”

Operatives from the Central
Intelligence Agency, Defense
Intelligence Ageney and Na-
tional Sceurily Arency have
token over many key posis,

This has caused concidera-
kle prumbling and grievances
smong old-line foreign scrvice
officers. They have charged
rrivately that promotions have
heen rigged, {ransfers ar-
ranged and even a few resig-
ationy forced to clear foreign
service officers out of the way
su infelligence agents can take
jover thicir jobs, :

Oneg gricvance case, hushed
up by the State Department,
‘involves foreign gevvice offi.

cer Charles Anderson, who

siclgims be was bumped from
Ihis political job in Sofia to
smake room {or a CIA agent.
vhen Anderson complained
about the transfer, helpot a
low efficiency rating ‘Tor his
pains. :

Anderson refused to com-

about his grievance,

¢ AUG 1972

Slate Department sources de-
seribed how the closk-and-dag-
ger hoys were moving into the
diplomatic service. 'Ihe 1,500
fizure camc from personnel
officers. An official svokes-
man, however, refused {o com-
ment on the number of CIA
and related “spies in the de-
pariment,

Bank DBenefits

The nation’'s tax laws have
sprung 5o many Jeaks that
bhalf the money due the gov-
crnment now escapes into the
pockets of the privileged.
Tressury cxperts claim the tax
rate could be cut in half, with-
ut reducing federal revenue
a s¢ingle c¢ent, if Congréess
would only plug the tax loop-
holes. o

Instead, Congress Kkeeps
poking new ldopholes in the
taws until the toxpavers have
their dander up.

Few speeial interests have
wangled more benefits out of
Congress than the banking
lobby.
hondled by the Senate mid
House Banking Committees,
which always seem to be

ment, but-his friends told wus|
Otlier!

T S T |

dreaming up new bencfits for
the banks, ’

Yor Tuesday.. Senate Bank-
ing Chairmar John Sparkman

-
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(- Ala) has scheduled a closed
session to consider the Jatest
bonavza for the banks. This
hill, carried on the Senate
dockel as §-3632, was actually
drafted by the American
Bankers Associntion.

A Scnate staff study, dated
Avg. 1 and stamped “Confi-
diental,” calls the bill “the
most unconscionable example
of special infcrest legislation
(we) have scen” recently.

The staff estimates that {he
hill “could cost the states as
much as a billion dollars a
yveor in tax revenues and pose
sihly more

Citing figures supplied by
the Jederal Ileserve Doard,
the meme alleges that the av-
erage business firm has a rela-
tive stato and local tax Dhur-
‘denr four times gréater than
‘comnmercial banls, It adds:

A spokesman for the Amerk

can Lanking Associnfion s
knowledged that 83632 hud
heen drafted by the hunkers
but claimed it merely clavificd
recommendations made by the
Federel Reserve ' Doard., The
bill was introduced, ha said,
by Sen. Wallace Bennett (-
Utah) at the reguest of ihe
hankers.
Pelitieal Poipurri
George NceGovern, in Dis
scarch for a new running
male, first {vied Ted Rennedy,
then Hubert Humphrey, Boih
men {urned hira down but of-
fered to campaign for him...
Humphrey found his old
fricnd MeGovern despondent
over the crdeal of choosing a
running mate . . . MeGovern
never asked his former run-
ning maie, Tom Eagleion; for

“Onece  state  legistatures
wake up to {his great dispar-]
ity, they might very well scek!
to raise the low level of {axes|
paid by banks. If banks were |

Donking legislation isitaxed at the same rate. as |

other business firms, state and I
local tax revenues would be
increased by $2.2 billion.”

This bill, warned the memo,
would Dblock the states from
charging hanks the same tax|
rates as other businesses.

his opinion on a suceessor, But
privately, Jagleton told us I
{hought former Demecratic
Party Chief Larry O'lirien was
the Dbest availalile nan, . ..
MceGovern was uneasy, inci-
dentally, that | headsirong

"
Rt

members of the Democerat
Natienal Commitiee oight not
tation
W

‘accept  hig  recomn.e:
and mizht put up i
candidate for Viee ¥
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on 16 of the issues, I believe, and we
accepted 11. We think the ones we got
them to recede on were perhaps more im-
portant than the others. We had to com-
promise on something, and this is one
of the things we reluctantly compro-
mised on.

Mr. MATLLIARD. Mr. Spealer, the
chairman has explained the problems in
this conference report, I rise in support
of this report on the confercnce with
{the Scnate to resolve differences in the
authorizing legislation for the Depart-
ment of State, the U.S. Information
Agency, the US. Arms Contlrol and Dis-
armament Agency, and the Peace Corps.

I am pleased to report that your con-
ferces were generally successful in pro-
tecting the House position, :

We had a vigorous discussion of the
Senate language establishing a gricvance
procedure for forcign service personncl.
While I agree that a grievance procequre
should be established, I am pleased that

* the Senate conferces agreed to let us

handle the legislation in a more orderly
manner. Qur subcommittee on State De-
partment Organization and Forcign Op-
erations began hearings this week and
will pontinue them on July 18, following
the recess.

Iowever, T am not pleased with the
necessity of our acceptance of the Sen-
ate proposal for a Study Commission re-
lating to foreign policy. We did succeed
in improving the Senate language, but I
find little meérit in the proposal. It is not
al all clear to me what uscful purpose
this Commission is supposed 1o scrve.

This is the first time funds have had
to be’specifically authorized for the De-
partment of State and USIA as required
by a provision of last vear's Foreigin As-
sistance Act. The authorization for State
Department includes funds for admin-
istration of foreign afiairs, international
organizations and conferences, educa-
tional exchanges, and migration and
refugee assistance. These amounts total
$048,354,000, of which ¢85 million is to
assist in the resettlement of Soviet Jew-
ish refugees in Israel.

‘I'he USIA authorization amounts to
$200,249,000 for fiscal year 1973. Of this
awmnount, $194 million is for salaries and
cxpenses, including the funding of vari-
ous media programs. The remaining
funds are largely for international ex-
hibitions,

The Arms Conirol and Disarmament
Apgency would receive an authorization
in the amount of $22 million for the 2
fiscal years, 1973 and 1974. The rccent
SAYLT agreement is, I believe, ample evi-
dence of the value of ACDA’s work.

The Peace Corps authorizalion is for
$88,027,000, tho amount agreed to Ly
both the House and the Senate.

I urge approval of this conference re-
port, in spite of my reservations con-
cerning the creation of another commis-
sion whose function is of dubious value.
in my judgment.

Mr. MORGAN., Mr. Speaker, I yicld as
much time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr., BiING-
HAM).

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission 1o revise and cxtend his
remarks,)

STATINTL

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
ihe gentlemnan for yielding. I rise in sup-
port of the conference report,

Mr. Speaker, ¥ rise in support of this
conference report. I believe the confer-
ces have done a fine job under the cir~
cumstances,

I am, of course, gratified that adop-
tion of this conference report will rep-
resent final action by the Congress in
approving the $85 million of aid to Israel
to help with the resetticment of the Jew-
ish refugecs Irom the Soviet Union which
I proposed, along with Congressman
IIaLpceNy and many cosponsors in H.R.
13022 on Yebruary 8, 1972,

I sincerely hope that the Apprapria-
tions Committee will act prompily to
provide the funds required to carry out
this authorization. .

Mr. MAILLIARD. I yield such time as
he may consume o the gentleman from
JNew York.

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission {o revise and ex-

cod his remarks.)
r Nr, FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
s a conferee on this conference report,
I rise to support it, but I do so with somne
reluctance. My reservations about the
report have to do with the proposed study
commission relating to foreign policy. I
might point out that one IIouse conferee
did not sign the conference report af
all—Mr. UHomsoN of Wisconsin, X do not

*wish to speak for him, but I know he, too,
‘has serious reservations about the wis-

dom of authorizing a commission of this
kind. I would like to suggest that the
Appropriations Committee take a very
close look at whatl is proposed, take a
close look at what a commission of this
kind would get into, and how much it
would cost.

The chairman of the Forcien Affairs
Commitlee said that none of the House
conferees is very happy with the pro-
posal, and the gentleman from California
said that at least the comunission will
die in 1974. My view is that we should
really not allow it to he born. The very
broad mandate which it is given has to
me the earmarks of a fishing expedition.
It takes the form of a little Hoover
commission with 12 members, eight of
whom are to be appointed by the legisla=
tive branch of the Government.

Take a look at the language regarding
what should be its duties. I refer to the
languase on pages 9 and 10. It begins at
the bottom of page 9

It says: “The Commission shall study
and investipate.” I am not sure what
that means. Is to study something else
than to investigate? It gocs on: “the
organizalion, methods of operation, and
powers of all departments, agencies, in-
Jdependent establishments, and instru-
mentalities of the United States Govern-
ment participating in the formulation
and implementation of United States for-
cign policy.” It goes on to say the Com-
mission “shall make recommendations
which the Comimission considers ap-
propriate to provide improved govern-
mental processes and programs’—I am
not sure what that means.

The specific recommendations have
1o do with “the reorganization of the de-
partments, agencies, independent estab-
lishments, and instrumentalitics of the

exccutive branch participating in foreign
policy matfers. I suppose anyone who
has taken a look at the broad field of
the executive branch of the Government
would recognize that shifts in responsi-
bility might be made. ‘The President has
suggested certain shifts and consolida-
tions within the executive branch, but
in the ficld of foreign policy I would sup-
pose there is not going to be any major
restructuring of any Government de-
partments or agencics.

We are supposed to authorize this
Commission 10 make recommendations
with respect to “more cffective arrange-
ments between the executive branch and
Congress, which will betier enable cach
to carry out its Constitutional responsi-
bilities.” Well, Mr. Speaker, I know
that there are Members of the otner
body which have a kind of perscecution
complex with respcet to the executive
branch in the ficld of foreign policy. 2t
may be they want some kind of instru-
mentality to help define what the rela-
tionships should be between the execulive
branch and the legislative branch in this
area, but I would think this search for
“more effective arrangements” is going
to be a difficult responsibility.

What are we aiming at? What kind of

amore effective arrangements between the

executive branch and the Conaress could
a commisgion suggest that we legisiators
might not think of I we do not think the
relationships are good?

They are also supposed to make recom-
mendations for “improved procedures
among departments—to provide im-
proved coordinatlion'—I suppose it was
just an accident that they speak of im-
proved procedures to provide improved
coordination, No one doubts there is nced
{for coordination in the ficld of foreign
policy within the cxecutive branch. In-
deed, this conference report pinpoints a
major responsibility in- the Deparlment
of State by designating a new position of
Under Secretary of State for Lconomic
Affairs. In the field of forcign economic
policy, there is unguestionably nced for
additional coordination and control with
respect to the foreign policy questions,
but I doubt very much whether any
commission is going to throw inuch light
on wnat should be the proper relations
ships between the various agencies of our
Governnment. -

The responsibilities in subparagraphs
(4) and (8) on page 10, include “the aho-
lition of services, activities, and functions
not necessary to the eflicient conduct of
foreign policy”—that could point in any
direction or in no direction. What ac-
tivities of the Federal Government in the
field of foreign policy are not necessary
to its efficient conduct? I suppose thore
must be some. The Senate must hiave had
something in mind, or the sponsors of
this proposal must have had something in
mind, in making this suggestion.

In sum, what I am saying, Mr. Spealker,
is that we need to be carcful about a pro-
posal of this kind, because the ficld is so
big, beeause the responsibilities of both
the executive and legislative branches of
our Government are so intermixed that a
commission with the best of intcntions
might muddy the waters.

And if a commission were to do a thor~
ougli job, they would require, I would
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The Ten Commandments of
the foreign-affairs bureaucracy

by Leslie H. Gelb
and-Morton IH. Halperin

HE AVERAGE READER of the New

York Times in the 1950s must
have asked: why don’t we take some
of our troops out of Europe? Ike him-
self said we didn’t need them all
there. Later, in 1961, after the tragi-
comic Bay of Pigs invasion, the
reader .asked: how did President
Kennedy ever decide to ‘do such a
damn fool thing? Or later about Viet-
nam: why docs President Johnson
keep on bombing  North | Vietnam
when the bombing prevents negotia-

" tions and doesn’t get Ianoi 1o stop.

the fighting?

Sometimes the answer to these
questions is simple. It can be attrib-
uted squarely. to ‘the President. He
thinks it’s right. Or he belicves he has
no chdice. As often as not, though,
the ansiver lies elsewherc—in the spe-

. cial interests and procedures of the

burcaucracy and the eonvictions o
“the bureaucrats, '
I you look at foreign policy as a
largely rational process of gathering
information, setting the alternatives,
defining the national interest, and
making-decisions, then much of what
the President. does will not make

-sense. But if you look at foreign,

policy as bureaucrats pursuing orga-

“nizational, personal, and domestic

political interests, as well as their own
beliefs about what is right, you can
explain much of the inexplicable.

In pursuing these interests and be-
liefs, bureaucrats (and that means
everyone from Cabinet officials to
political appointees to career civil

~servants) usually follow their own

version of the Ten Commandments:
[l .

1. Don’t discuss domestic pol-

“itics on issues involving war and

peace.

. On May lAﬂ
“Truman held a meeting in the White
House to discuss recognition .of the

\ T .
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new state of Israel. Secretary of State
George Marshall and State Under-
secretary Robert Lovett spoke first.
They were” against it. It would un-
nccessarily alienate  forty million
Arabs. Truman next asked Clark
Clifford, then Special Counsel to the
President, to speak. Arguing for the
moral clement of U.S, policy and
the need to contain Communism in
the Middle East. Clifford favored rec-
ognition. As relatéd by Dan Kurzman
in Genesis 1948, Marshall exploded:
“Mr. President, this is not a malter to
be determined on the hasis of politics.
Unless politics were involved, Mr.
Clifford would not even be at this
confefence. This jis a scrious matter
of foreign policy determination . ..”
Clifford remained at the meeting, and
after some hesitation, the U.S. ree-
ognized Israel.

The moral merits of U.S. support
of Isracl notwithstanding, no one
doubts Jewish influence on Washing-
ton’s policy toward the Middle East.
And yet, years later, in their memoirs,
both Truman and Dean Acheson de-
nied at great length that the decision
to recognize the state of Israel was
in any way aflected by U.S.domestic

- politics. ‘

A powerful myth is at work here.
It holds that national security is too
important, too sacred, to be tainted
by crass domestic political considera-
tions. It is a matter of lives and the
safety of the nation. Votes and in-
fluence at home should count for
nothing. Right? Wrong. National s¢-
curity and domestic reactions are in-
separable. What could be clearer than
the fact that President Nixon’s Viet-
nam troop reductions are geared more
to American public opinion than to

: the readiness of the Saicon forces to
%Mlmrmﬁaqﬁe %g}ﬂrbggggt%r'ﬁ%ows of t%e %iraok-

ings Institution and [ormer officials of the
national-security bureaucracy.

STATINTL
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defend thepe€lves? Yet the myth
makes. it bad form for government
officials to talk about domestic poli-
lics (except to friends and to repor-
ters off the record) or even to write
about politics later in their memoirs,

And what is bad form on the inside
would he politically disastrous if it
were leaked 1o the outside. Imagine
the press getling hold of a sceret gov-

ernment docunient that said: “Presi- -
dent Nixon has decided to visit China

1o capture the peace issue for the *72

elections. Ile does not intend or ex-.

pect anything of substance to be
achieved by his trip—except to scare
~the Russians a little.” Few things are
more serious than the charge of play-
ing politics with security. -
Nevertheless, the President pays-a
- price for the silence imposed by the
myth. One cost is thatthe President’s
assumptions about what public opin-
ion will and.will not support are never

questioned. No oflicial, for example,

ever dared to wrile a scenario for
President Johnson showing him how
to forestall the right-wing McCarthy-
ite reaction he feared if the U.S.
pulled out of Vietnam. Another cost
is that burcaucrats, in their ignorance
of Presidential views, will use their
own nolions of -domestic politics to
screen information from the Presi-
dent or to climinate options from his
consideration,

2. Say what will convinece, not
what you believe.
~ In the early months of the Kennedy
Administration, CIA officials respon-
sible for covert operations faced a
difficult challenge. President Eisen-
hower had permitted them to hegin
training a group of Cuban refugees
for an American-supported_invasion
16040034001 3600051, carry
out the plan, they then had to win ap-
vroval from a skentical new Precidont
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DAVID D, HEWSOM

EN the field, Foreign Service
officers reccive tantalizing hints of
the complexity of foreign policy
making. They deal with members of
the’ country team representing other
agencics. They -witness the some-
times ‘tortured replics which come
back to requests to the Department.
In the field, diplomats have been
protected by the fact that the De-
partment had the ultimate responsi-
bility. They make recommenda-
tions; they could indulge in advoca-
cy, but in most cases theirs is not
the final word. In the Department
there is no recourse. How can FSOs
- best contribute to that leadership in
foreign affairs for which we in the
Department are responsible?

First, it is essential to understand

the environment. Don’t rail against.

the complexity. It is there. Learn its
demands and requirements.

The President of the United
States needs answers in times of
crises. He needs recommendations
for longer-range problems. He
~needs them quickly, concisely, and

Mr. Newsom has been Assistant Secre-

accurately. He necds them within a
broad framework of his own policics
and politics. Furthermore, the ficld
of foreign policy—while of great
importance to him—is only one of
several critical areas in which he
must make decisions involving do-
mestic policies, other international
obligations, public mood and public
opinion, the Congress, the personal-
ities around him, his own broad
objectives. He and the men around
him have no time for patience, for
prolonged arguments or for costly
mistakes.

The Secretary of State and the
Department = beneath him  must

j

Association. He has served at Karachi,

%

provide prompt, intelligent and
effective respomses in the feld of

" foreign affairs that ‘will mean suc-

cess both internationally and do-
mestically or the President will look
elscwhere, That is what contem-
porary controversy about State i is all
about.

This. broader view seems.to come
hard to an FSO. They resent those
looking over their shoulders whom
they classify as outsiders or “politi-
cals.” IF'SOs forget that, even though
professionals, they arc part of a
system based essentially and happi-
ly on a democratic political process.
Thcy are not truly sensitive to the
fact “the outsider” may have corre-
sponding doubts about the profes—
sional. The carcer man is not associ-
ated with an administration, has not
faced the battering of a political,
campaign, and does not depend
upon the political success of an ad-
ministration for his future.

In Washington, therefore, For-
eign Service officers have no special
status. They are, in fact, members
of a group which traditionally in the
White House and by the political
level of the Dcpartment is often
regarded with suspicion and doubt.

"~ To be effective in Washington, they

must prove their understanding of

iy 1365, 4 AEPIGYSR P Refease 200304 CIARDIESR (60 1ROTAGESOBRS  1o; o= ¢

som isa member of the Board of the
l"orc:gn Service and President of the

Service League Career service award in
1971.

work with it. The Foreign Service is
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By ROBERT KEATLEY

WASHINGTON—The Japanese have de-
manded equal time and will get it: Henry
Kissinger, at liberty between Mexico and .
Moscow, will soon spend three days in Tokyo
explaining U.S. policlies to business and po-
litical leaders there.

From Japan's viewpoint it seems only fit.
ting. After all, the Chincse were awarded
" three visits by the senior White House adviser
and the Russians will soon get their turn—so
why not the J apanese too? Japan is dismayed
i by some American diplomatic tactics, and
leaders want an explanation from someone
“who, in their eyes, really counts.

For Mr. Kissinger, it’s an opportunity to

do vital service. Japan remains the main u.s.
friend in Asia, as the President repeatedly

- . officers themselves.

states, and so reassuring Toyko is important
- work, Though the White House aide has lim-
ited respect for Japanese sophistication in
foreign affairs, his usual erudition and intel-
lectual brilliance may well calm Tokyo’s as-
sorled fears.

But back at the State Department the dip-

‘lemats are Increasingly dismayed. The com-

ing Kissinger Jjourney is just one more sign—

- in caso another is needed—that foreign policy

' has become & White House Preserve, and that

influence of the department and Secretary of
State Rogers is often marginal at hest.

Two Questions
' ‘Much has been written about this shift of
authority from Foggy Bottom, as State's
neighborhood is rather inelegantly called. So
perhaps two questions should be raised: Who
really cares? And what difference does it
make? ' : )
Well, some people do care g great deal.
Foremost, of course, are the foreign service
About 3,000 strong, at
home and abroag, they joinéd the diplomatic
ranks under the illusion they would help steer
the ship of state. Now they often find them.
Belves shuffling bapers for Henry Kissinger,
decply suspicious that the White House is
burying them in busy work while it makes the
decislons on its own. They have little sénse of
participation, and a spreading belief that
thelr chosen profession has grown irrelevant.
Assorted internal bureaucratic problems
&dd to their gloom. The service is top-heavy
with rank Just-when its overall size is shrink-
ing for bolicy and budgetary reasons; this
neans fewer promotions and fewer challeng-
ing jobs to go around. Moreover, the genial
Mr. Rogers displays only intermittent interest
in the bureaucracy he nominally heads. His
loyalty is basically to Mr. Nixon. Many diplo-
ats think he just doesn't care much about
Slate’s complex problems, and many subordi-
nates complain that he doesn’t work hard
tnough, i
But outside these directly affected bureaus-
trats, there seem to be few ‘worries, Sen.
Fulbright and a few other legislators talk oc-
caslonally about putting affairs of state back
in the State Department. And some Capitol
Hil staffers—former foreign service officers
hmong them-—alse wring their hands, while
the State Depar
Tevives the iss PREGYVE&

- Decline and Fall at Foggy Botinm

?'say iat the power transfer ig not a matter of
great public concern.

So what does it matter? Can eritics prove
that U.S. foreign policy is bad because State's
experts oftert neither devise it nor execute it?

Doing so would be diificult. Even some of
the most righteously indignant diplomats con-
cede admiration for the main lines of Nixon
foreign policy. He is pulling troops from
Southeast Asia rather than sending more in.
(The current air buildup is dismissed, too
lightly perhaps, as a temporary aberration).
Two decades of misguided China policy have
been reversed, and to popular acclaim. More
serious negotiations, about more things, are
now- under way with the Soviet Union than
ever before. Meantime, relations with West-
ern Europe—still the prime U.S. foreign pol-
fcy concern—seem smoother than during the
1960s. Indeed, many argue that policy is now
more innovalive precisely because it has been
wrested from a sluggish State Department.

This transfer wasn't a simple matter of a
nimble Kissinger out-flanking a lethargic
Rogers, as some would have it, Mr. Kissinger
is a rather cunning burcaucrat in his own
right, with proven ability to operate within
the framework of President Nixon's work
style and prejudices, But as the principals ex-
plain it, the power shifted basically because
Mr. Nixon wanted it to, ‘

He sees management of the federal bu-
reaucray as a key problem of any. presi-
dency. Bm‘eaucracies, he thfnk_s, spend too

much time administering themselves and pro-
tecting their own interests and not enough in
creating and administering innovative poli-
-cles or in responding to the President’s de-
sires. Mr. Kissinger scems to share this view.

Mr Kissinger, for example, believes the
policy meetings he heads are leancr than
those run by senior State Department offi-
cials. In his view, he is ruthless about who
can attend; State lets in anybody with a mar-
ginal Interest in the subject at hand. His
meclings end with crisp decisions; State's
ramble on to mushy compromises. When ap-
propriate, his give Mr., Nixon a range of op-
tions to choose from; State too often serves
up a bureaucratic consensus for the Chief Ex.
ccutive to ratify or reject in its entirety.

Close observers believe there were other,

more personal, reasons that Mr. Nix.on
wanted foreign policy shifted to the White
House. .-
They think the President has held a grudge
against State ever since Alger Hiss days,
when he attacked the department vigorously.
Intensifying that grudge may be galling mem-
ories of the 1960s, when Mr. Nixon, a political
loser, traveled widely. Sometimes he got off-
hand treatment from U.S. embassy personnel
who saw him as a has-been; he Is not a man
to forget such slights. The President may also
still see himsel! as a poor California boy bhat-
tling an entrenched Eastern establishment.

More generally, Mr. Nixon is said to con-
sider the entire federal bureaucracy a Demo-
cratic enclave opposed to Republican rule, a

hink in sweeping, global terms,” says one

foreign service officer, who adds candidly:
“He is often right about that.” i :

Long-Range Considerations ‘

All these reasons may explain why State
has suffered even if foreign policy has not, at
least not so far. Yet there are some longer-
range considerations that suggest the Nixon-
Kissinger management could eventually do
disservice to the national interest.

For one thing, many thoughtful officialy
believe policy revolves too much around the
berson of Mr. Kissinger—no man to allocate
authority and acclaim to others, Despite he-
roic workdays, he just doesn’t have time for

. everything, and important matters can silde
while his attention is focused on the crisis of
the day.

For example, South Aslan policy may have
gone sour partly because the White House
worried mainly about strategic arms lmita-
tion talks and China, ignoring early warnings
from State. By his own admission, the senior
advisor has little interest in international eco-
nomic problems; he has tended to slough
them off. Even Mr. Kissinger's own staff
grumbles about itg inability to get his atten-
tion when some alleged crisis preocecupies
him; the system funnels everything to him
and has no other outlets.

Likewise, the Security Council system has
grown complex partly because the Nixon-Kis-
singer team believes State incapable of initia-
tive and action. Yet thig alternate structura
seems sure to stifle innovation; despite the
administration’s talks about secking " ‘op-
tions,” the structure it relies most upon often
chokes off backtalk and rival policies. For
some, it seems an attempt to-cure State's
stodginess by guaranteeing that it will grow
even nore dull, )

Diplomats wonder if encouraging such nie-
diocrity is really what the White House wants.
Unless some practices are changed, they sce
a foreign service stripped of its best men
(many now seem to be seeking other work),
leaving plodders charged with representing
U.S. interests abroad. Some even say the
quality of young people seeking jobs at State
has dropped. This doesn't bode well for im-
portant international negotiations, nor for thes
vital flow of information needed for policy-
making. Bad intelligence can only lead to bad
policy, these diplomats contend. .

Finally, State’s denizeng grumble becduse
outsiders so clearly realize. where power now
lies. The Japanese, for example, weren’t sat-
isfied with the visit last March of Assistant
Secretary Marshall Green, the top Asian hand
at State. In requesting a higher-powered per.
sonage, they didn't ask for Mr, Rogers; they
asked for Mr. Kissinger, -

Time and Trends

The problem is that the White House ad-
viser hasn’t time for all who demand his at-
tention—even if he had the urge to sce them,
Meantime, the structure designed for such
business calls, over at State, is under-used. .

e B BETR s 20000 304 CIARDBE0-01601R001400430001-5:
e &Eqm:ej‘éés;e;ge&wamvf .



Approved For Release 2001/03/64 : ¥¥A B rsmons01R00

' WASHINGTON—Secretary of State Wil- "

liam Rogers is an able and likable man,
but there is beginning to be something
faintly translucent about him. Despite
his claim a few days ago that he was
“not dispirited” and that in Peking he
did not feel “excluded at all,” there is
a certain ghostliness about the Secre-
tary since the Peking journey.

A major political figure in this cruel

. town becomes ghostly as soon as it is
generally beljeved that he is on his
way out, A chief subject of speculation
jn Washington now is not whether but
when Secretary Rogers will leave the
State Department, and thus he has be-
- 'come a ghost.
*  Secretary Rogers was already, as in
the " children’s game, two-thirds of a
ghost before the Peking trip. He began
to look a bit translucent long ago, when
it_first became evident that Henry Kis-
singer had far more real influence on
foreign policy than the Secretary of
State. But it was Mao Tse-tung and
Chou En-lai who- really made Rogers
.a ghost.

It has been widely assumed that his
.ol friend, President Nixon, humiliated
. the Secretary of State for reasons of his
own when he excluded him from the
key mectings with Mao and Chou. But
‘that is not really how it happened.
“What really happened is that the Presi-
dent, as soon as he realized that Rogers
‘was in an embarrassing position in Pe-
king, made a real cffort to save his Sec-
retary’s face; but the Chinese refused
to cooperate with the face-saving effort.

SURPRISE

. On the same day the President land-

.ed in Peking, he was summoned to a
‘meeting with Mao. Henry Kissinger—
and no one else—was invited to the au-
dience. The President, taken by sur-
prise, acquiesced. He also acquiesced
in the arrangement for the negotiating
session starting the next day, in which
he and Kissinger met with Chou En-lai,
while Rogers was assigned to confer
. fruitlessly with the "newly appointed
Chinese Foreign Minister, who ranks
low in the party hierarchy.

When the President realized that the
exclusion of Rogers from the key meet-
ings was being interpreted at home as
a humiliation for Rogers, he set about
trying to restore his Secretary’s pres-

ise. He el APERESEL o 2GRSO DOIA-RDPS0. 1601R

answer, and Rogers had to be satisfied

with a‘pro forma hotel meeting with

NEWSWEEK

. . '

THE GHOST AT FOGGY BOTTOM |

Chou, plus a conversation on a plane.

The President had naturally expect-
ed that he would himself have a final,
wrap-up meeting with Aao, if only for
ceremonial purposes. He made it clear
that in-a second meeting he expected
Rogers to accompany him. Again, the
answer was dusty—and there was no
second meeting.

In short, there seems in retrospect to
have been a conscious intention on the
part of the Chinese to exclude the
American Secretary of State from seri-
ous negotiation, and thus downgrade

him. There are several theorics to ex--

plain this intention. One is the obvious
one—the Chinese believed that the real
power of decision lay with Nixon ‘and
Kissinger, not with Rogers.

SECRECY

The Chinese may also have been de-
termined to keep the meetings as small
as possible because they wanted to
keep the substance of what was dis-

cussed as secret as possible—especially

from Moscow and Hanoi. They knew
that bringing in Rogers meant bringing
in the State Department—and the State

Department might leak. They may also .,

have been concerned that stories pic-
turing Mao as old and unwell—which
he is—would emerge from any larger
meeting. '

In any case, it was the Peking mission
that made Rogers one of Washington’s
ghosts. To see why he has become
ghostly, it is only necessary to imagine
President Truman taking Sidney Souers
—the Kissinger of that era—into major
summit negotiations and not Dean
Acheson; or President Eisenhower tak-
ing Robert Cutler and not John Foster
Dulles. Acheson or Dulles would have
resigned on the spot.
~ This difficult exercise in imagination
also suggests the low estate to which
the Department of State has fallen. It
has never been lower—not even when
Joe McCarthy was snapping at Ache-
son’s heels. In those days there was at
least no doubt who was the real Secre-
tary of State and where foreign policy
was really made. ' '

The low estate of the Department of 4

State is a most serious mattér, The Unit-
ed States does, after all, need a foreign
office to carry on its relations with other
countries, The State Department has

0-
Arthur Schlesinger wrote ﬁxat Q’resu-

dent Kennedy “used to divert himself .

with the dream of establishing a secret
office of 30 people or so to run foreign
policy while maintaining the State De-
partment as a facade in which people
might contentedly carry papers from
bureau to bureaun.” The State Depart-
ment is now precisely such a “facade”
—except that the paper carriers are by
no means contented. This is not surpris- .
ing. There are many able people in the
State Department. What keeps able
people in Washington is power, a com-
modity as important in Washington as
money in Wall Street. The State De-

_partment has been drained of all real

power, which is why it is moribund.

It cannot now be revived by William
Rogers. Rogers, has introduced useful
reforms in the department. Iie has per-
formed usefully in other areas too—no-
tably on Capitol Hill, where he has
been an expert pourer of oil on trou-
bled waters, and in the Middle East,
the one foreign-policy area in which
his influence has been real. Moreover,

the President is clearly determined to .
“tilt” toward Rogers, in an effort to

patch up his prestige.
REVIVAL

““But #is “universally assumed that

Rogers will leave the State Department
fairly soon, although probably not be-
fore the eléction. It is this universal as-
sumption that accounts for the Secre-
tary’s ghostliness. A chief subject of
speculation is the identity of his succes-
sor. Most of the speculation centers on

" Nelson Rockefeller or Elliot Richardson.

Rockefeller and Richardson are both
strong-minded men. Neither would be
inclined to play second fiddle, and both
would try hard to revive the State De-
partment. What the State Department
needs for its revival is'a Secretary of
State with the absolute confidence of
the President, unlimited energy and
toughness, total mastery of the bureau-
cratic machinery, and great expertise
in foreign policy.

This is a tough bill to fill, and neither
Rockefeller nor Richardson entirely fills
it. There is one man who does—-Henry
A. Kissinger. Admittedly, it is a bit diffi-

.cult to imagine a Secretary of State

with a German accent, however faint.
Admittedly, Henry Kissinger is not
wildly popular in_the State Depart-
ment. But it is hard to think of anyone
else who could make the State Depart-

OAR A0 e conter
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‘Rogers Defends State

“ment is “happy 1o play a role”
.in foreign policy, :
- Kissinger has arole,” said Rog-

- eign policy.”

WASHINGICN POST -
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olicy Role at Senate He

- about havingStateDepartmentn'ous” and would suggest “a
i positions lost in the National 180-degree turn” in U.S. pol-
Security Council staff machin- icy.
ery that Kissinger controls. If
anyhing_dovelops”“conteiy |, U, souniered tht sine
ment’s theoretical primacy inijto what T think should be try in history has undertaken
foreign affairs was disputed jdone,” said Rogers, “take it up| ¢ - many formal commitments
and - brushed aside yesterday ;with the President.” fas the government of the
by Secretary of State William |  “The system is working very | United States—to 44 coun-
P. Rogers. fectl tistied well,” Rogers insisted, "'-The'i[trics." :
“L. am - perfectly satisfied |foreign policy is ver effec-| - .
with the way it J: operating” |ver o Y SHeel B o, was challenged
‘said Rogers. The state Depart- R 1s der! y z i ; n. Stuart
: ogers also came under!Symington (D-Mo.) on adminis-
iclose  questioning yesterday 'tration, support of funds until,
;about the need to jettison June 1073 for Radio Free Eu.
jf what several senators called rope and Radio Liberty, They
{remnants of the cold war. were previously financed cov-
Sen. Frank Church (D-I- ertly by the CIA. The dispute
daho), commending the Presi-'is in a Senate-House confer-|
dent’s China trip, said it is’ence, with the Senate favoring;

% By Murrey Marder

" Washington Post Staft Writer

‘Senate concern over the
“érosion” of the State Depart-

and “Mr.

ers, but “the people elected
the President” to “make for-

Rogers refused in that fash-’j

i

Depar

.;i_or_x; to debate whether he isitime to eliminate all vestiges funding only until June 30 of’
" ‘being overshadowed by presi- of the “China demon fixation"”|this year.
dential security adviser Henry in U.S. policy. Church said: The U.S.-China

A: Kisgin_gm:. That conformed there is ‘no relic” that more
iwith EIS Insistence on Monday deserves being “tossed in the
the}'. I didn’t feel excluded at ash can” of history than the
all during the President's Southeast Asian Collective De-
t.rlAp' to Chma-lt R d‘ fense Treaty of 1954.
$ a result, Rogers' words v g«
deflected the Ser};te Foreign cogssi ,,SES‘:;I(P (}éiig] lslon':
dR:}l'atfll?onr; ig‘)m{,’:tgzpi}:‘ftg}“ abandoned by France, Britain
forts to enhance the Statéa De- a?d ‘Pz}x]klste;]n’:’ InV%k(fd as ?n
partment’ss share in formulat- a'tex thought” to nelp Justity
ing foreign polic - U.S. involvement in the Indo-
: The com?ni(te};' headed bvfchina war, but now deserving
’ Sen. J.' William E:ulbright (D- ! “decent burial” to avoid use in
{ Ark) held its first hearingOller entanglements.
on $563 million requested in, Rogers, however,  told
authorization funds for the: Church “your Umlf}g Is partic-
.State Department as required’ Ularly unfortunate. e
by a rider it attached to last' Following the President’s
s year’s foreign 2id act. A major - China trip, said Rogers. the
‘purpose, as Fulbright noted United States is now reassur-
yesterday, is “restoring Con- IDE its Asian allies that it will

| gress’ proper role in the mak. abide "by 'all -dts “commit-
. Ing of foreign policy.” ments, To abandon the

_With Kissinger beyond ‘the 'SEATO treaty now, said Rog-

official reach of the committee TS could be “quite dgngerj
“because he is a White House
adviser, Fulbright and other -
senators hoped Rogers would
.Join in seeking to strengthen
-State’s hand in policy making.
‘In theory, that . would
;strengthen the role of Con-
-gress, because State is obliged
to be more resonsive to Con-
gress than is the White House. .
Rogers, however, pro-
nounced himself quite satis-'
fied with the status quo. |
{ . He disclaimed . any concern!

R T

i commu-
i nique, pledging peaceful co-ex-l

istence, Fulbright said, -“is
quite inconsistent with what
you are doing in Russia.” The
broadcasts beamed into the|
Soviet Union, said Fulbright. |
continue “old, obsolete pro-!
grams created at the begin-
;ning of the cold war, at the
!riod.” .

Fulbright claimed-that con-
tinuation of such broadcasts
could result in “a lack of cred-
ibility” about U.S. intentions
to negotiate -in the strategic
arms control talks (SALT) and
to reduce tensions. Rogers dis-
agreed. He said he sees the
radio as no “interference in
the internal affairs of other
jcountries,” and he expressed
. optimism for a SALT agree-
,ment this year, o
{ iDuring the hearing, Ful-!

;

height of the McCarthy pe-

. ® s )
aring
]bright suggested various ap--
iproaches for strengthening
'the State Department’s posi-
tion in foreign affairs, includ- -
ing a-“unified budget for for-
“cign affairs.” Rogers said that
would be “too complex.” Ful-
bright roted that other agen-
cies, including CIA and De-
fense, Lave “seven or eight
times as many people in our
embassies as the State Depart-
ment does.” Rogers said State
has on'v 16 per cent orf its own
employees in embassies over-
seas, and State’s total employ--
ees were listed at 13,236

Rogers disagreed, however,

with Fulbright’s claim that the.
growing National Security
Council structure, which Kis-
singer heads, has overstepped
tits intended authority.

[l
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' View from the fudge factory

~- 'l', " Washington

lt looks the same, outwardly — endless
antiseptic corridors; subdued lighting; anon-

ymous doors opening into hushed offices;’

the flags and the globe and the slxppery
floor of the dlplomatxc entrance -on C
Street. . ..

This is home to that body of men and
women whom Franklin D. Roosevelt called
- Hpookie pushers,” and whom John F, Ken-
nedy characterized as ‘“‘those people over
there who smile a lot”’—the professional
-diplomatic corps of the United States.

But the ‘“fudge factory” (as the State
Department has ingloriously been dubbed)

is not the same at all, really, To a viuor.

returning after several years, it is even
more subdued than it was in the late '60’s.
It feels even less in the mainstream of U.S.
pohcymakmg than it felt in Lyndon John-
son’s day: morale is low, and the talk of
the building is often about what might be
done to redress the balance.

' The thoughts come thick and fast as Presi-
"dent Nixon’s party heads to Peking. Dip-
lomats at the State Department welcome
Mr. Nixon's initiative toward the People's
Republic. They want to see it succeed. Some
of them helped in preliminary staff work,
writing papers for Dr. Henry Kissinger and
his national security staff. And yet, even
those officials who would normally expect to
know the ins and outs of evolving U.S. strat-

egy toward Peking were frank to admit in
- private conversation a few days ago that
they did not know the exact state of play.

It hardly.needs restating: Major Ameri-
can foreign policy is formed and executed
largely in the White House these days. The
Kissinger staff, according to a late report,
numbers 46 a551stants, with 105 adminis-
trative personnel. Both Mr. Nixon and Dr.
Kissinger like to plan quietly-—and to move
quickly, Neither demonstrates much regard

_ for the diplomatic bureaucracy. They ask it
. questions, but not for crucial policy recom-
mendations—or so one is led to understand.
They do not ignore it entirely, but neither
do they keep it informed of just who is say-
‘ing what to whom when Dr. Kissinger
makes his dramatic, secret Journeys to Pe-
king, to Paris,
- Some diplomats, unsurprisingly, don't
like it at all. No one man, or two men, no
matier how brilliant, can cover every nu-
ance in dealings with nations such as China
or North Vietnam, they say. Others are
seriously concerned with the quality of
-recent appointments to the rank of ambas-
sador: former Treasury Secretary David
Kennedy to NATO, for instance (consid-
" ered- by some too old, by others too inex-
perienced); Borg-Warner’s Robert Inger-
soll to Tokyo (recognized as a gracious
businessman, an expert in business, but
largely inexperienced in Japanese affairs
outside bumﬁss and a newcomer (o Asian
diplomacy i
"play what the professionals conszder an
enormously significant part).

PARTEPTAY TOTENCE NOEITOR

By David K. Willis -
Granted, it is said, that Mr. Nixon has dis- -

liked the Foreign Service since 1954 when
the Republicans came to power with a fistful
of new slogans such as “massive retalia-
tion.”” And Mr. Nixon was right: The pro-
fessionals didn’t like him, or President
Eisenhower, or John Foster Dulles.. But
those days have gone The world has
changed.

Issues are increasingly complex. The bu-

reaucracy of State and the Central Intelli-’

gence Agency does possess expertise, built
up over the years. True, bureaucracy grinds
slowly—and true, it needs shaking up from
time to time: prodding, cajoling, pushing.
Yet, by cutting State out from the crucial
decisions, the view maintains, the White
House runs clear and definite risks, both
now and for the future,

How, then, to marry professional exper-
tise to the need of the White House to move
fast and flexibly? One answer: the White
House could cut in six or seven top profes-
sional diplomats on China and Vietnam
strategy. This could serve several purposes,
it is said: ensure that.all policy bases are
covered; prevent further atrophy of State,
which is becoming more and more cautious
about making firm recommendations to
Dr. Kissinger’s people (‘*Where is Henry
right now, while we’re talking?’" asked one

. source with a grin; “in Pyongyang? Could

be . . ."), thereby lowering its standing in
the White House still more. It could even
help prevent ‘“leaks’ from the bureaucracy
of the kind that Mr. Nixon detests. Where
no one knows anything, the argument runs,
disgruntlement can lead to erroneous specu-
lating to friendly journalistic ears; it is
safer, paradoxically, if a few people know
a lot.

Professional diplomats have deep respect
for Dr. Kissinger, and, they say, for Mr.
Nixon's approaches; privately, however,
many feel that the quality of the national
security staff does not equal the best men
in State. The professionals acknowledge
that State needs to find ways to keep se-
crets better—to show Mr. Nixon that it can

"indeed be trusted.

It asks for the chance.

David Willis, Monitor American_ news
editor, was this newspaper’s State De-
partment correspondent for four years
from 1965.

K
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Hopes Pinned
on Vast Reform
at Stafe Dept.”

BY PAUL HOUSTON

T C.Times Stall Wiriter

WASBINGTON—As s
the’ practice of diplomats,
Yilliam B. Macomber ush-
ered the visitor away from
hiz desk and over to the
more relaxed setting of
couch and side chairs.

- “Somebody taid the on-
Jy thing that had changed
in American diplomacy
over all these years was
the invention of the tele-
graph" JMacomber

. Jaughed. "Well, now we

“have about 400 other
things." o

Macomber, deputy un-
dersecretary of state for
management, is in charge
of implementing a vast re-
form program that rather
desperately secks to re-
store to the State Depart-
ment some measure of its
old clout—if not its former
preeminence. '

New Catchwords

Hence, Foggy Bottom
has some new catchwords:

—"Openness" (seeking
more contact with the rest
of the foreign affairs com-
munity); : ‘

—~"Creativity" " (encour-
aging more dissent from
the official line); =~ -

" —"Democratization
(ridding foreign missions
of the hierarchal struc-
ture topped by an authori-
tarian ambassador);

—"Funectional speciali-
zation"  (turning all-pur-
pose diplomats into politi-
cal, economic, adniinistra-
tive and consular—visa-
stamping—specialists),

After World War 1, the
accelerating complexity of
international affairs
brought many other
government .departments
(Defense, Treasuiy, Com-
merce, Agriculture, -etc.)
and agencies (for intel-

1,0S ANCELES TINES
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ganda) into the foreign
policy arena in a bhig way.
State was slow to learn
that it was losing prom-
inence by dealing with
these "interlopers" at
arm's length.

Security Council Rises

Meanwhile, Congress in
1947 established a Nation-
al Security.Council to re-
view, coordinate and con-
trol American foreign poli-
cy. This led to the eclipse
of State's traditional quar-
terback role in the foreign
policy process,

It is the hope—some say
the vain dream—of many
in the foreign service that
reforms will persuade fu-
ture presidents to have
the State Departmert take
over some of the National
Security Council's duties,
There is not much belief
that President Nixon will
change his preference for
a National Security Coun-
cil directing foreign policy
under a special assistant,
Henry A. Kissinger.

Charles W, Bray 11, 38,
1z one of the aging "Young
Turks' who prodded the
State Department into in-
stifuting a massive intro-
spective study that led to
the reforms. L

"Historically,” he says,
*the foreign service has
been a very closed corpor-
ation with a highly pater-
nalistic system of internal
administration. . -

"o some of us the de-
partment’s isolation from
the American mainstream,
and its declining influence
in Washington, were in-
tolerable."

As . one Indication of
changing department atti-
tudes, there was a time
when Bray's foreign ser-
vice career was in doubt.
His agitating &almost got
him exiled. But then, as
reform became the ‘*in?
thing, Bray rose with un-
common swiftness last
February to become the
department's _spokesman
at daily press briefings.

As might be expected,
the reforms have not beén
universally cheered.

"A lot of schisms have
been created," complains a

ligence, fﬂfj’ﬁf%eW%ﬁ%feé%% %8#10%?8

recently retired. "A lot of.

the old corps spirit has
been not only permitted to
die but encouraged to die."

What rubs old guards-
men most is the develop-

ment of a collective bar-.

gaining unit among
foreign service officers
evwi the establishment of
strong employe grievance
procedures. . o
One disgruntled senior
official says, "Theré's a

great deal of outcry for

rights and benefits, but
there is very little talk of
duty."
400 Changes Made

Despite these criticisms,
the reforms seem {o have
gained wide acceptance in
a bureaucracy that-must
have the biggzest group of

“frustrated intellectuals in

government. .

* Macomber, ~noted that
400 recommendations for
change have been imple-
mented out of 500 put for-
ward in an inch-thick plan
17 months ago.

He cites the following
changes as "solid and sig-
nificant, although not the
millenium":

—Modern management
techniques have been in-
stituted using systems
analysis and -interdisci-
plinary teams of senior of-
ficials. The aim is to iden-
tify priority issues, assign
the right kind of manpow-
er to each issue and re-
view policies periodically
in toughminded adversary
proceedings. :

Computer Indexing
With the micromfilming
and computer indexing of
25,000 documents requir-
ing action at the State De-
partment every vear, it is
hoped .there will be no re-
peats of the kind of embar-
rassment that hit the de-
partment in 1967 during
the Arab-Israeli six-day

war. . .
American officials could
not find the copy of a.cru-

cial letter former Secreta- .

rv of State John Foster
Dulles had written to Is-
raeli Prime Minister Da-
vid Ben-Gurion in_ 19386.
Sheepishly, the State De-
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—New ideas, divergent
opinion and "creative dis-
sent" have been encour-
aged, Macomber says,
through the use of special
‘message channels, new
staff functions and some-
thing called the Open For-
‘um Panel. At weekly,
closed-door meetings - of
the panel, younger officers
take issue with wvarious
American policies and ad-

vance their views in pa-:

pers to the Secretary of
State. ) :

—A complete oveérhaul
of the controversial "seléc-
tion out" and promotion
system also is aimed at en-
couraging. officers to take
unpopular positions.

Automatic Retirement
. Formerly, a lowep or
middle - grade officer had
to think twice about stick-
ing his neck out, because
if he failed to win a promo-
tion to the next grade
- within a certain number of
years, he was involuntari-
.ly retired without a pen-
sion.
The system, when fairly-
adminjstered, was inval-
uable in " shedding -dead

wood. But it was widely .

judged to be unfairly arbi-
trary in many cases—in-
cluding that of Charles
Thomas. - -

After Thomas, the father
of three, was selected-out
at the age of 48, he had no
success with 2.000 job ap-
plications (being over-
qualified or over-age).
Last May he shot himself
to death. .

The suicide stirred a
furore and prevented for-
mer State personnel direc-
tor Howard P. Mace from
being . confirmed by the
Senate as ambassador to
Sierra Leone,

Now, after a junior offi-
cer passes a certain low
threshold, he is guar-
anteed tenure of 20 years
plus a pension—and may
gain promotions in compe-
tition with others in his

.specialty., .

A major problem re-
mains, however. and .it
will be aggravated by the
tenure system. State is
topheavy with senior offi-
ire
at
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Rogers Easeés Cut of Personnel
In Intelligence From 33% to 13%

~.,".. ;. - By BENJAMIN WELLES .

N o 8peclal to The New York Times -\ -
| 'WASHINGTON, Feb. 3—Sec-{States diplomatic missions over-
retary of State William P.iseas and from the Central In-
‘Rogers has reversed a decision telligence Agency, satellite pho-

", |tography and electronic inter-
to cut the State Department’s ceptions.

intelligence branch by approxi-| The bureau, which is headed ]

.mately a third, department of-|by Ray S. Cline, a- Harvard- v

ficials said today. trained historian and former
They said that, as modified,|deputy director of the C.lA,

the reduction would be linvited briefs Sccretary Rogers on glo-

to approximately 13 per cent;bal developments once a week

and would involve a shift of{and briefs the four under sec-

45 intelligence specialists from|retaries and the assistant sec-

a total of 300. The specialists,|retaries in charge of geographic

who are preponderantly For-|bureaus daily. .

eign Service career officers,| A State Department spokess

will be shifted to other State|man who confirmed that a cut

‘Department assignments, - “of 30 per cent in the Intelli-

 :Career diplomats who have|gence Bureau had been under

recently retired and others with activeconsideration insisted that

extensive experience in theithe reversal of the decision

State Department’s Bureau cf jhad been made solely by rank-:

Intelligence and  Research saviing departmental officials based!

that the cuts will force furtherion internal discussions. ;
diminution of long-rangs polit-i Other sources disclosed how-|
jcal and economic anciysis imfever, that reporls of the'
favor of concentration on cur-|planned cuts had attracted the
rent crisis reporting. attention of the White House,
( Thev  predicted  diminished the President’s Foreign Intelli-
ditention in the future to Latin|gence Advisory Board headed by
America, Africa ond suchjAdm. George W. Aderrson and
“fringe” arcas as Seandinaviajinembers of - the intelligence
in favor of conceatration on wommunity. The reversal fol-
the Soviet Union, China and{lowed. .
other crisis areas. The cuts reflect a White
! The chief function of the in-|{House order last August to
telligence and research burcau, reduce personnel levels through
these sources said. is to collate out Government by 5 per cent.
and analyzé for the Secretary The State Department, with an
of State and his senior policy-|over-all strength of 23,500—
making officials information half American citizens and half
from all sources hearing on|foreign nationals -— is irying
foreign political and economic to limit cuts overseas and make
‘developments. The sources in- the bulk of the planned re-
élude reports from 120 United|ductions here. - :
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THE FOREIGN AFFAIRS FUDGE
FACTORY. By John Franklin Campbell.
Basic Books. 298 pp. $6.95.

AARON SEGAL

Mr. Segal is associate professor of govern-
ment at Cornell University. -
, ?

ch are living through the end of the

American Empire. It is a painful process,
still far from complete, that drastically
alters the relationships between this coun-
try and the rest of the world. We are
used to calling. the shots. We have in-
herited from the days when we were
indisputably on top a grotesque machine
for making foreign policy that Joseph

.. Kraft wittily dubbed “the foreign affairs

fudge factory.” '

The late, John Franklin Campbell was
a product of that fudge factory and one
of its most intelligent critics. He had a
vision of a world in which the United

.. States was neither dominant nor isolated,

and in which its foreign policy was sub-
ject to rational control and direction. A
_graduate of Harvard and Berkeley, he
lentered the U.S, Foreign Service in the
halcyon Kennedy days when the United
States still had a sense of world mission.
His rapid career rise contradicted the nor-
mal pattern of a.diplomatic corps that
has many of the symptoms of a geron-
tocracy. He served as an assistant to
Under Secretary of State George Ball,

~and then had an assignment as U.S. con-

sul general in Asmara, Ethiopia. His
superiors had him marked out for still
better things and choice Washington posts
were offered to him.

John Campbell was a man of exuber-
ant humor. He took a temporary leave
of absence from the State Department to

~ write this book and to edit-the new and

lively anti-Establishment quarterly, For-
eign. Policy. His journalistic talents as

* well as his comic sense found their ap-

propriate exercise in exploding the pom-
posities of the bureaucracy in which he
had served his apprenticeship. Yet he
fully intended before his unexpected
death at 31 to return to the State De-
partment and a diplomatic career. Un-
like many of his contemporaries who
abandoned liberalism and its ideals of
public service in disillusion, John Camp-
bell was committed to gradualism and to
working within the system. His mind
focused on the machinery and how to
reform it, and he has left 'us a sturdy and
useful book on the subject.

It is clear that the State Depart-

’ h l . .
Despised by ROPERTGEL Ohaiees

_ incompctaqt snobs, raked over by every-

20U TIOSIO® LCHAIRDPEYY

one from the late Sen. Joseph McCanﬁy
to the organization experts, bereft of
friends in Congress, and with a budget

i inadequate for its mission, the State De-
" partment fights to get an occasional word

in edgewise on foreign policy matters.
Outweighed by the CIA, the Pentagon,
the Defense Department, the National
Security Council, and thirty other agen-
cies of the federal government who have
permanent staff overseas, it has reacted
to its loss of political importance with.a

_singular bureaucratic stunt: it has ener-

mously expanded its staff. The result is
an organization that must be cut in
half if it is ever to function effectively.

As an insider, at once committed and
detached, Campbell analyzes the evolu-
tion of the foreign policy-making ma-
chinery during the growth of the United
States as a global superpower. He traces
the effects of numerous commissions.
studies, reforms, and Presidents which
amount to the steady erosion of the
power and authority of the State De-
partment, and the substitution of Presi-
dential policy making through the White
House entourage; the last Secretary of
State who had the ear of a President was
John Foster Dulles. One result is an over-
emphasis on military and defense con-
siderations, which are in any case more
than adequately represented in the Na-
tional Security Council and other White
House channels.

Indeed, the State Department was
never in the bidding for control of the
new instruments of foreign policy: ins
Campbell’s terms, the economic bureau-
cracies and the intelligence and prop-
aganda complexes. The CIA and the
Defense Department, to name only two
of the agencies involved, have a global
intelligence apparatus which dwarfs that
of State and which is in no way respon-

sible to U.S. ambassadors. The Treasury, -

Commerce and Agriculture Departments
have taken international economic policy
away from State. Even the less glamorous
task of exporting the. American jmage
has been captured by the United States
Information Agency. In spite of its being
out of a job the State Department carries
on its personnel numbers game, and uses
its resources chiefly in make-work.,

Campbell's response to these con-

, STATINTL
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House, physically and spiritually, abolish
USIA and turn over U.S. cultural pro-
grams overseas as well as the Peace’
Corps to quasi-independent agencies. The
competing intelligence networks would
also be made subject to State Department
control and direction, and the National
Security Council be confined to narrow
military issues. Foreign economic policy
would be coordinated in a sub-depart-
ment of State. . '
It is odd that so astute an observer
should propose to renovate State through
executive action while bypassing Con-
gress, and fail to discuss the question of
the caliber of the Secretary of State
compared to that of other Presidential
appointees. Unable to gain Congressional
or' popular support, State is in fact in-
capable of reforming itself and unwilling
to allow others to do the job. At bottom,
then, this thoughtful, sensible book tells
us how to tinker with the machinery but
leaves aside the question of where the
vessel should be headed. The foreign
~ affairs fudge factory remains intact be-
cause we are not yet ready to abandon
the global remnants of the American
Empire in favor of new relationships.
Probably that policy will have to change
before we can expect the house that it
built to fall to the ground. On the other
hand, the example of the Byzantine Em-
pire shows that the trappings of power,
including the hordes of redundant civil
servants, often outlive the imperial sub-

stance. When the substance itself is
fngc, who can say how long the trap--
pings can carry on with their fudging of
foreign affairs?

of

ditions was a program to resuscitate the °

State Department and make it once more
an important instrument of foreign

+ policy. He proposed a leaner department

that would control a single U.S, foreign
affairs budget, with all overseas repre-

0 move it cioser to the
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© WASHINGTON.
@go, what sort of propaganda
about the United States are the
Commie ratfinks of the Krem-
lin dishing out these days to the Rus-
sian people? Perhaps only Richard
Helms and Harry Schwartz know in
detail, but it has lately been stated

‘in Moscow by Pravda, the Commu-

nist party newspaper, that “the well-
known American journalist Art Buch-
wald” turns out his satirical columns
about the Nixon Administration un-

‘der instructions from the Federal

Government, “as a deliberate safety
valve to reduce the impact of such

THOMAS MEEHAN is a frequent
contributor to The New Yorker and to
this magazine.

‘developments as Negro and student
riots.” In short, Pravda was suggest-
ing that Buchwald is in the pay of
the White House, which should cer-
tainly come as news to President
Nixon, who is known to have been
exceedingly annoyed by several of
the satirically barbed columns that
Buchwald has written about him.
Says Buchwald of the charge that
he’s secretly on the Government pay-
roll, “True—I'm an agent of the C.LA.
And every third word in my columns
is part of a coded message to one of
my fellow agents in Moscow.”

- Oddly enough, Buchwald’s columns
“are .often reprinted in Russian
newspapers, although they're usually
-run there not as comic flights of
fancy about Nixon & Co. but as

straight news dispatches from Wash-
ington. A while ago, for instance,
Buchwald wrote a column in which
he revealed that a top-secret Govern-
ment study, the Dawk Report, had
recommended that the State Depart-
ment be shut down because its duties
had been taken over by ‘“‘the Defense
Department, the C.LA. and Henry
Kissinger,” and Russian readers were
presented with this as the truth.
Buchwald, of course, gets no money

for his copprovedicornRetea

who print them without bothering to
ask his permission, but high Wash-
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ington officials have nonetheless
complained to him about the fact
that his columns are being used by
the Soviets as anti-American propa-
ganda. “I have a two-word answer

to White House types who come 1o
me with that complaint,” says Buch-
wald with a smile, “and my answer
is, ‘Stop them.'"”

That Pravda should single out
Buchwald for special mention as a
tool of the White House is indicative
of how enormously famous Buchwald
has become both in the United
States and abroad during the last
several years. Indeed, as his; syn-
dicated column of ~mild - mannered
satire on politics, domestic goings-
on, and assorted other aspects of
contemporary American civilization
appears three times a week in some
500 pewspapers (400 in the United
States - and another 100 in foreign
countries), Buchwald today is by far
the country’s best known and finan-
cially most successful writer of hu-
mor. So, what is this 5-foot-8, be-
spectacled, somewhat plumpish, cigar-
smoking agent of the C.1A. really
like? :

.;;“:&T 9:30 A.M. on a recent Friday
morning, Buchwald ambled into his
office, which is Suite 1311 on the
13th floor of a new office building
at 1750 Pennsylvania Avenue, not
far from the White House, and con-
sists of a small outer reception room,
where his secretary has her desk,
and a book-lined inner Toom, where
he does his writing. (Pravda notwith-
standing, Buchwald has yet to be
invited to the White House, and his
chances of gotting an invitation in
the near future don’t look terribly
good.) Buchwald smilingly greeted
his secretary, Margi Collenberg, and
then roamed inside to his desk to
read The Wall Street Journal. At
home, in his minimansion in the
fashionable Wesley Heights section

he'd already seen The Washing-
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By THOMAS MEEMAN

ton Post and The New York Times,
and so getting through The Wall
Street Journal completed his morning
stint of catching up with the news.

Unlike most Washington-based jour-
nalists, Buchwald does no leg work
to gather material for his column.
“1 never talk to anybody. Facts just
get in my way,” says Buchwald. So,
he instead gets just about all of his
ideas for columns from reading news-
papers, or from scanning such maga-:
zines as Newsweck and Time, or
from watching TV news programs.
As he goes through newspapers ‘and
magazines, he frequently clips a story
that he senses might be a taking-off
point for one of his columns and he
then either places the clipping in a
file folder or more often simply
stuffs it into his shirt pocket. That
is the extent of his research oper-.
ation. Indeed, his staff consists en-
tirely of Miss Collenberg, an attrac-
tive, somewhat Junoesque ash-blonde
of 27 who is originally from New
Orleans and is a graduate of Pem-
broke College.

At about a quarter to 10 on this
particular  Friday, Miss Collenberg
trooped into Buchwald's inner office
—the door to which, even when he is
writing his column, is-never closed—
and placed a stack of some 20 letters,
the morning mail, before him. Buch-
wald receives an.enormous amount
of mail from his millions of readers,
and he “frankly finds most of it a
time-consuming pain in the neck to
answer. “I could be a son-of-a-bitch
and not answer reader mail, but
I somehow can’t quite bring myself
to do it,” says Buchwald, and so he
spends about half of each of his
working days in the office answering
letters from readers. People often
send Buchwald amateur manuscripts,
most of which are painfully lame
attempts at humor, and to the writ-
ers of these he has contrived a pair
of standard replies: either *“Your
sample of humor was magnificent—
he
ier
than anything I've ever read by Rus-

continued

- STATINTL



Approved For Release 200‘001!?04197¢IA-RD38Q@_N9Q ROO

U.S.Diploma

NEW YORK

tsin Vietnam

]| .

- WASHINGTON, Dec. 20—As-
signments to Vietnam-——par-
ticularly to the pacification;
programs there—have caused|
many young career diplomats|
to face a serious “moral dilem-|
ma,” according to an article in!
the December issue of the For-|
eign Service Journal.

The critical question, the ar-
ticle says, is how far they
should go in exposing incidents’
“which they knew to be

Said to Face Moral Issue

. By BENJAMIN WELLES
’ Speclal to The New York Times

“when we're given the
facts,” a Pentagon spokesman
said, . “we always look into
atrocity charges.”

The magazine article is signe‘
with the name
more,” a pseudonym, the jour-|
nal explains, for a former dip-.
lomat who served in Vietnam
and whose primary reason for
subsequently resigning from the
Foreign Service was “‘disagree-
men; with United States policy
on fdutheast Asia.”

C#agressionai and diplomatic

TIMES :

The - article * says that the
Vietnam experience has “sharp-
ened the gencration gap” be-
tween young and older diplo-
mats. The younger officers, it
says, often returned disillu-
sioned with what they regard
as deliberate suppression by
senior officers of criticism eith-
er of the Vietnamese authori-

[ities or of the United States

military.

The political section of the
huge United Statcs Embassy in
Saigon i5s especially subject to

*John Clay-t/riticism on these grounds, the

article asserts.

“Almost all foreign scrvice
officers who served in the paci-
fication programs and most jun-
ior members of the embassy
staff itself give examples of
how their reporting was distort-
ed and suppressed in Saigon
in order that the embassy
might be consistent with the

etnam, t
enjoy the experience
once they go.”

Living conditions often are
pleasant and, the article says,

sonnel Ior
jority

they find “the country and
especially the women fascinat-
ino " i

g.

When these officers are as-
signed elsewhere, it states, “the
return to a more traditional
Foreign Service assignment is
often a letdown.” T

wrong.” i sources have identified the au-
' : . £fi :thor as John: D. Marks, who
. One Foreign Service OIfiCer, sorved in the pacification pro-

now back from Vietnam andigram in Vietnam from 1966 to
on his way to another overseasi 1968 and later resigned to be-.

. assignment, is reported by theicome a foreign policy consuit-’
* article to possess a file of

ant to Congress. Mr. Marks has

“documented atrocities, includ-|confirmed his authorship.

revailing ‘line’ in dispatches
to Washington,” the writer de~
clares. - .

STATINTL

Combat Experience ¥

“Statistics they knew to be
merely worthless were con-
‘stantly being quoted by the

.

- *“Vietnamization of the Foreign

ing photographs.” .
“He has written extensive

The Foreign Service Journal
has a circulation of approxi-i

'President of the United States

as an indication that progress

reports on these apparent warlmataly 10,000 copies through-iwas being made in Vietnam,”

crimes he investigated in Viet-
nam,” the article states. "“As
far as he knows, no action has
ever been taken to punish thej
guilty,” it says.

The article, which is entitled

Service,” goes on to say that

out the executive branch and in
Congress. It is published month—l
'ly by the American Foreign’
Service Association, a voluntary!
'group comprising approximate-:
ly 8,000 active and retired

the owner of the file will not|Foreign Service personnel.

make his information public]
because he is a ‘‘supporter of
the President’s Vietnam policy
and fears the effect on that
policy of additional war crime
controversy."”

negative result disclosure woulq

have on.his carcer ‘prospects,”,
the earticle states. ‘

Press Reports Cited

State Department sources!
said that the alleged atrocities;
were investigated by the de-

partment and were also re-

‘ported in the United States:

press on Jan, 12, 1970, They
are said to have concerned the
South Korean “Tiger” Division,
one of two South Korean infan-
try divisions serving in Viet-
nam, and not United States.
forces. '

A State Department spokes-
man said that “implications in
the article that United States
forces were involved or that
there was a cover-up by the

He is also *aware of the!

The article notes that nearly|
3 million Americans have now|
served in Vietnam, includingi
"career diplomats, or approxi--
imately 20 per cent of the For-
feign Service.

Approximately 350 — the
great majority of them junior

it says.

Other points made in the
article included these:

€While there was no clear
State Department policy, most
Foreign Service officers in the
field were expected to bear
arms. Many participated in
combat operations and even
called in air strikes or artil
lery fire on enemy positions;

€The State Department de-

cided during President Lyndon
B. Johnson’s sccond term that
it must contribute 150 diplo-
mats to . the approximately

.officers—have been assigned to 1,000 United States personnel

‘the pacification program,
known as Civil Operations and
Revolutionary
Support, or CORDS. They have
functioned as advisers to the
South Vietnamese civilian and
military administration — -try-
ing, the article says, to make
the Government of South Viet-
nam *“a viable force in the
countryside.”

Generation Gap ‘Sharpened’

Service in Vietnam, the ar-
ticle says, is a unique experi-
ence. In no other country have
perhaps 20 per cent of the
foreign service officers experi-

military as well as aid, in-

Development“telligence and other civilians—

in the CORDS program. Its pol-
icy of making duty in the pac-
ification program mandatory
for junior officers split the
Foreign Service until it was
scrapped last August. Now as
the United States presence in
Vietnam is reduced, only vol-
unteers who have previously
served in at least one other
diplomatic post are being sent.

CA few Yoreign Service offi-
cers have resigned as a result

mented with soft drugs, butOf disagreement with the Viet-~

“that is the case in Vietnam,”nam war, but “they are defi-

State Department are just plain|, ; : s
P Just PIAM i asserts. ‘nitely the exception and in

inaccurate and misleading.”
A Pentagon spokesman saidl
that officers in its Southeast|
Aglian s%ctionhhad not tﬁe%
able to obtain T |3
of the Foreign s@Bﬁ?ﬁmal
an_d_.t.!_lus could not comment.

“And in no other country,” toach known case they have

adds, “do foreign service offi-
cers have their own personal

been very junior officers.”
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nade-launcher before they go.” cruiting Foreign Service per-



TLSEINGTOU FG3T

Approved For Release 2000564 : Th-RePao11601R
Murrey M arder

A s
SECRETARY OF STATE
William P. TRogers at-
tempted at year’s end to lift
the crumpled morale of the
Foreign Service out of a
slough of gloom with a burst
- of holiday praise.

If effusive words alone
could suffice, the Secretary,
who is a professional opti-
mist, would have accom-
plished & small miracle. But
to diplomats to specialize in
soft verbiage to cloak hard
realities, the warm com-
"mendation of - the Foreign
“Service for ‘“outstanding
work” carried about as
much comfort as a diplo-
matic communique express-

ing *agrecment in princi-
ple.” . .
This has been “a good

"year In terms of foreign af-
fairs” said Rogers on Thurs-

day, brimming with enthusi--

asm over his listing of “very
substantial accomplish-
ments.” But for members of
‘the American Foreign Serv-
ice, it has been indeed been
a poor year.

~The main body of profes-
slonal  American diplomats
at State was frozen out of

most high strategy-making

in 1971, they ruefully con-
qede. ..

" Even Rogers himself re-
ceived only the most fleet
ing mention in the White
House citations of the year's
- foreign policy accomplish-
ments, in comparison to the
great pre-eminence accorded
to ‘presidential national se-
curity adviser Henry A. Kis-

singer, Rogers even ran a
distant third in personal at-
tention on the White House
accounting to the space and
prominence given to presi-
dential counsellor Robert H.
Fineh’s “mission to six na-
Hons in Latin America.”

Is the conduct or state of

American’ ﬂA‘ I'(?‘Véd'

really affected who re-

ceives what attention in the
White House pecking order,
or by whether the Foreign
Service happens to be happy
or glum?. The blunt answer
is that in many respeets it
matters little or not at ali in
national dimensions. What
does knatler to the nation is
whether its resources in di.

plomacy, as in other fields,

‘are used fully and wisely.

FROM their own view-
point, which is not wholly
impartial, a very large num-
ber of the most experienced
professionals in the Ameri-
can Foreign Service deplore
what they regard as the
wholly inadezuate use being
made of their lalents.

This past year brought a
double blow. The State De-
partment long had been
eclipsed in this administra-
tion by the Kissinger opera-
tion in the White House;’
suddenly State was pre-
empted from another, unex-
pected direction—the Treas-
ury Department, where free-
wheeling Secretary John B.
Connally suddenly vaulled
into a dominant position
across lhe economic-foreign
policy horizon.

State found itself not only
operating on the fringes of
high strategy, but perform-
ing what one chagrined dip-
lomat called a “sweeper's
role”: sweeping up and
trying to piece together the
shards of allies’ egos shat-
tered by the shock of the ad-
ministration’s bold ventures
in China and in interna-
tional monetary and trade
policy.

A minority
State Department responds,
as one expressed it, “So
what? What is so bad
about being a ‘service’ or-
ganization? If the President
wants to centralize all poli-

res

r{g@fsﬁ@jgégsgmg‘ﬁ?q?/o4 : CIA-RDP80-01 501 R001400130001-5

inside th e>

A @ME}EQ Sethack at State

the State Department, that's
his prerogative. Every Presi-
dent has his own ideas
about how he wants to oper-
ate; that's his choice.”

What is lost in this proe-
ess, others protest, is not
only morale but the full
range of expertise and hal-
ance thal can be brought to
bear on a given interns-
tional problem, uncolored
by the ‘political-centered
focus of the White House,

It is the prerogative of the .
White House to accept or re-
ject this advice, it is argued:
what is important is that the
President have access to it,
.Dr. Kissinger maintains that
this is precisely what is pro-
vided for in his elaborate

National Security Council
system. But the realty, in-
siders protest, is that the
most important policy deci-
sions never enter that elabo-
rate mechanism,

With a critical election
year ahead, the process of
policy making is shrinking
with increasing secretive-
ness into the confines of the
White House. What is emerg-
ing is soaring optimism in
place of realities about the
outside world. This, too, is
not without precedent in an
election year. The risk
comes, as the Johnson ad-
ministration discovered,
when the optimists let them-
selves be engulfed by their
own product. - .




% J

Pacification has just begun,
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( still so many hearts and minds to be won.”

—from “Songs to Alienate Hearts and Minds By"

N EARLY threc million Americans
have now served in Vietnam. Of
these, about 600 have been Foreign
Service officers.

Thus, roughly 20 percent of the
Foreign Service has been exposed to
many of the stimuli which have
turned “nice” kids from Middle
America into peace freaks, hawks,
junkies, and even assassins.

For the FSOs, however, the ex-
perience generally has not had the
radicalizing effect that it has had on
many of the military men. The
FSOs tended to be older and less
.malleable than the American sol-
diers in Vietnam, and their personal
thought processes were more subtle
and less striking than those of the
GIs. Some FSOs were essentially
untouched by the whole experience,
reacting no differently than if they
had been in Paris or Rome. But for
most, and especially the young, Viet-
nam meant change. It meant a
violent breaking away from the tra-
ditional diplomatic ljfe and an ex-
posure to the realities of war.

About 350 FSOs have been as-
signed to the Pacification program
(CORDS). They functioned as ad-
visors to the Vietnamese civilian
and military administration in an
effort to ma
Victnam a viable'force in the coun-
tryside. Few, if any, had any back-
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JOHN CLAYMORE

John Claymore is the pseudonym
of a former FSO who served in
Vietnam. The primary reason for
his resignation from the State De-
partment was disagreement with
US policy on Southeast Asia. He
is not using his real. name because
of a limitation on publishing in his
current job, but he would be glad ,
fo correspond or meel with any-
one intcrested in discussing his
ariicle.

ground for this assignment; yet most
have acquitted themselves well,
within the context of the programs
they were working in.

Nevertheless, FSOs have been
affected by.the same pressures that
have been widely reported in rela-
tion to the military.

Many served in proto-combat
roles with command responsibility.
While not participants, they re-
ceived reports of war crimes and
what often seemed like the unneces-
sary loss of human life. Some were
faced with the moral dilemma of
how far they should go in exposing
incidents- which they knew to be
wrong.

documented  atrocities  including

photographs. He has written exten-
sive reports on these apparcnt war
crimes he investigated in Vietnam.
As far as he knows, no action has
ever becen taken to punish the
guilty. Because he is a supporter of
the President’s Vietnam policy, and
* because he fears the effect on that
policy of additional war crime con-
troversy, he has not chosen to make
his information public. He also is

undoubtedly awarc of the negative,

result disclosure would have on his
carecr prospects.

His example is extreme, but it
points up the fundamental proposi-
tion that serving in Vietnam is not
like serving clsewhere.

With respect to no other country

could it be said that perhaps 20 .

percent of the FSOs had experi-
mented with soft drugs, but that is
the case in Vietnam. And in no
other country do FSOs have their
own personal automatic weapons
and receive training in how to fire a
grenade launcher before they go.
Vietnam is different.

VIETNAM has undoubtedly sharp-
encd the gencration gap between
young and old FSOs. In some of the

leagp 00RO A AREBslf 016l TATIOT A0BEE-B. "V
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~ Fudge

- Factory

_ By John Franklin Campbell.

7. 292 pp. New York:
. ; Basic Books. 56.95.

AT

"By PHILIP I1. STERN

. "Initially, this book arous-
es. considerable expectations.
Dealing with the State Depart-
ment and its organizational
foibles, it comes extravagantly
recommended by such foreign-
. policy luminaries as George
. Kennan, George Ball and John
Kennecth Galbraith. And it be-
gins auspiciously with sore
graphic examples of bureau.
cratic foolishness of the kind
that impelled columnist Joseph
¥raft to christen the Depart-
ment a “fudge factory™; exam-
ples of the kind that could
only have come from a State
Department insider—as
Franklin Campbell was for nine
years (he is now on leave, and
is managing editor of Foreign
Policy). One’s hopes rise. Tune
in 272 pages later, and you
are tempted to conclude that
this is &n earnest study of mat-
ters of the most massive ir-
relevance-—irrelevant, at least,
to the forcign-policy questions
of any real consequence.

. Take, for example, the au-
thor’s first three areas of sug-
‘pested reform: Yes, the State
Depariment is an obese bu-
reaucracy that would probably
improve if drastically thinned;
yes, the Department should be
charged with making an over-
all foreign policy budget for
all United States agencies; yes,
it might be better if the high
command of a -strcamlined
State Department moved back
to its historic offices next to

the White House, so as to have’

more influence there, But the
Department’s size, Washington
address and budget powers are
‘utterly peripheral to such
questions as: ’

‘How a group of supposedly
‘inteligent and moral - men
could have Kevised and_ stub-
S pproved For

STATINTL

1k Nov. 1971
bornly pursued an irrational o McNawmara and his Penta-
and immoral policy in Viel- oo «whiz kids” who, with all
nam; and how they could have {yeir computers, slide rules
haggled for 10 weeks over the gnq  super-techniques, ‘miscal-
shape of the Paris negotiating cyjated the cost of the war by
table—and then have negotial- gjg.billion in 19065 and 1566.

" ed on a casual once-a-week ba- yypen decision-makers tolerate
sis for three years while hun- o.ore of that enommity, the

dreds of Americans and thou: pudoat-making process that
- = .
sands of Vietnamese were dy- concerns Mr. Campbzll shrinks

Philip I1. Stern is the authot
of “The Oppenheimer Casel
Security on Trial.”’

ing between one meeting and
the next.

to peripheral importance.
Why did the State Depart-
ment  bureaucracy go along

- with our immoral war policy?

One learns less about that
question from Mr. Campbell’s
book than from a Time maga-

John’

Why the - sclf-proclaimed gine report of “The Rules of

" Leader of the Free World has {he Dureaucratic Game,” asre-

embraced such repressive au- counted by two ex-Pentagon
tocrats as Franco, Diem, Ky, officials who participated in
Thieu, Chiang, Stroessner and the Pentagon Papers study:
Papadopolous while self-right- \orton Halperin, one of the
eously (if not childishly with- apnatysts, and Leslic Gelb, the
holding recognition from Gas- gtudy's director. Rule One:
tro and, until recently Mao {Who «ygy don't resign, you don’t
governs one-fifth of the waorld’s carry your case to the public.”
population). ® Gelb  observes that while
Why the SALT-talk minuet George Ball eppears to have
has been so maddeninly slow, «felt very stron;vly;’ about the
(dealing, as it does, With an y o pe “didn't take the next
arms race that could annihi- step""(of resigning * publicly)
lateusall. . . “even though his departure in
Why the Alliance for Prog- jtself would have had an cnor
ress never became more than pous impact.” (Think of the
a diffidently supported United reverberations if the doubt:
States slogan—and why, in- torn Robert McNamara had re-
deed, the United States weighs gigned with a blastl) -
in so consistently on the side T €A e
of the élitists .and against the co?&il:cgnfgt ssgfs,be Aéf;:gidtﬁ
polptuhatslglrgund ;}].e :"’O;ld‘ y In pursuance of this rule, Hal-
¢ thwml]) € ulnl atr t‘il a}(r] all perin comments, many of the
of the above solely at Lhe dOOT oppinia) memoranda unveiled in
of the State Department. Obi- the Pentagon Papers were nof
ously, the I.’cntagon, the C'I,‘A' believed even by those whe
and, more 1mporta?t, Congxess wrote them. Under such ground
a.nd't'the White House figure rules, even the best-organized
significantly in major decision- g0 pepartment would be
making. But the State Depart- hard-pressed to produce an

ment rarely inveighed force-
fully (and almost never effec-
tively) against such foreign-
policy nonsense and the expla-
nation does not lie in the De-
partment’s size, location or
budget - processes. Yet Mr.
Campbell is far more con-
cerned.  with ‘organizational
lines and boxes and manage-
ment techniques than with
solicy. T

Greece and the Alliance for
Progress rate only one-word
mentions; but youll find ex-
tensive discussions -of the re-
cruitment and deployment of
State Department personnel,
and about the virtues of “pro-
gram budgeting.” Mr, Camp-

honest policy.

But Rule Two is the most
insigious: “if. you disagree
with the bureaucracy’s shared
jmages, you must hide it, or
no one will take you serious-
Iy’ That describes the root
problem: institytional incest,
State Departmeni mcefings are
endless but (as the Pentagon
Papers - suggest) the delibera:
tors 2lmost never question ba
sic premises. From my oOwr
bricf tenure at State, I car
- testify to the utter inconceiv
ability of anyona ever, evel
shaking awake a Departmen
mecting with a loud [choos¢
your own ‘expletive]. If that
sounds frivolous, just open the

bell casts admiring glances al poptagon Papers at random (as

Refeﬁsﬁ@%@’l%lﬂf4Rﬁ‘C-lA-.RDP80-01 601R001400130001-5.

I just have) and consider
whether such an irreverent ex-
pletive might at least have
discouraged the muddy mean-
inglessness of the following
Department memorandum: “In
general the working group is
agreed that our aim should be
to maintain present signal
strength and level of harass-
ment, showing no signs of less-
ening of determination but also
avoiding actions that would
tend to prejudge the basic de-
cision.” . S,

But the discussions within
State are comfortably closed;
the policy-makers are spared
any challenge by the sharpest
of outside critics. Secrecy

shizlds them from being held
publicly responsible’ for the
immoral and perhaps illegal
policies: they devise under

“Top Secret” stamps. But the
question of seerecy and the
outrageous  over-classification
of documenis rate no mention
in Mr. Campbell’s book. .

Indsed, if anything, Mr.
Campbzll seems to want for-
eign policy-making to be more,
rather than less, of a closed-
circle, inner-club affair. Every-
one other than State Depart-
ment carcerists of long stand-
ing gets a fishy stare. The au-
thor bemoans, for example, the
dilution of the small and ¢x-
clusive cadre of Foreign Serv-
ice Officers (F.8.0.'s) by the
infusion, in the fiftiss, of sev-
eral thousand civil servanis
who did not wear the F.S.O.
Oid School Tie; he dismisses

_the Peace Corps program and
‘jts young volunteers as satis-

‘fying more a domestic political
than a foreign policy need.But
‘above all, Mr. Camphell wishes
that politically appointed offi-
cials, especially on the White
House staff, would keep their
amateurish ‘hands out of for-

eign policy-making. L

Another question: How rep-
resentative of the American
public are the career officers
to whom Mr. Campbell would
entrust our . foreign policy?
While the percentage of Ivy
Leaguers has declined from
50- to 25 per cent since the
twenties, three quarters of the
F.S.0s still come from the
Fast and West Coasts. (Where
does that leave the South and
Midwest?) And as recently
as 1961, out of 3,700 F.5.0.'s,

pontinued
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FPRTSEERY are many different ways of conuuum;} a goveri-
J: ment. In the United States the cxecutive authority is both
=7 more formqlly centralized in the President and more
Imxp}y scparated from the legislature than in most democracics.
"T'his is pntlcuhﬂy true of the conduct of forcign affairs, where
the authority of the President has been scriously challenged
- only in those rare instances, such as the Versailles I'reaty or the
Vicinam war, when he scems to be grossly ignoring or overrid-
ing the opinions both of the Congress and of the public, :

In genceral, he has been frec to conduct forcign affairs more
or less as he chooses, to usce traditional instruments, o set up new
oncs or o carry on diplomacy from bis own hip pockct There:
is little usc arguing whether or not he has the constitutional right
to do so. As our government is organized, he has both the re-
sponsibility and the powet. Critics in or out of the Congress can
nlakc"things,diﬂi(:ult for him, but they can neither conduct for-
cig"n affairs themselves nor prcvcnf' him from doing so. Of course,
~awise Pr c:ﬂcm will consult the Congress closely, in fact as well .
as in form, on matters of maJOJ import, which recent Presidents

" have often foolishly failed to do.

QOur concern here, however, js with the imtruments which
Presidents use for thc conduct of forcign affairs. Up until the .
19308 the instrument was almost alweys the trz :ditional ong, thic
Secretary and Departinent of State, except in those not infre-
quent cascs where a strong President, such as Theodore Roose-
velt and Woodrow Wilson, chase 1o Carry on 2 pe rticular exer-
cise in diplomacy himself, sometimes with the hclp of a personal.
adviser or emissary. Nevertheless, as Jate as 1937, President
Hoover, though .not himsclf nzc,xgc:i:icz_l.(:f:u. in forcign affairs,
relied on Secreta ary Stimson .to dezl, in so far as the United
States was prepared fo deal, with the Manchurian ciises.

l‘lan},lm D. Roosevely, however, just at the moment when the
rise to power of ambitious dictators in both Xurope and Asia
made incvitable much dcepcr Arnerican involvement in foreign
affairs, named as Scerctary of State, almost cntirely for domestic
political reasons, an cmincnt ucmtol, Cordell FHull, who had
unhappily neither the taste nor ‘the talent for the conduct: of
foreign affairs. Nevertheless, again for domestic political rea--
sons, he remained in office for nbatly 12 years, longer than any
. previous Sceretary of State. "This did not oorloWIy disturb
FDR, vwho was contemptuous of the d}plom“uu: establishment
and overestimaied his own capacity’to direct domestic and for-
ngn and later military, affairs personally and simultancously.

‘Fven Roosevelt, however, while bjpﬂs ing -Hull as much as he
‘could, at first ])Ia(,(,d his own men, on whom he did to some ex-
fent 1cly inside the oidm 12 p»[tmcm itself~—Welles and later
Stettinius as Under Sceretary, Moley and Berle as Assistant
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, From time fo -lime the queslion is asked why
newspapers never sec to get anylhing right and

aite answer, of conrge, is {hat we try, but that we |

are only human. Avother answer, however—and a
better one~~is that in the complex and delicate in-
tervorkings of the press and {he government it
tukes at least & little cooperation hy the government
il the public is to fzct'a'\'ersion o[ evenls which can
yroperly be said Lo be right. As a case jn point, we

would like, sirictly For Your Information, to walk

you through a brief case history involving a news
slory on Page Qde of The Washington TPost, on
Kept 3, and a subseguent article on this page on
Sopt. 8. both of which asserted that the Ifederal
YBureau of Investigation had employed lie detector
(polysraph) tesls in an investigation of State De
partzsent employecs. The original story said three or
four officials were m[euo“'xtod in {his fashion as
part of .a government-wide inquiry into a Jeak of
classified information having to do with the Ameri
cait position dn the SALT negotiations, Today, in
the lellers space on {he opposite poge, FiBI Dircelor
Yoover states calegorically that hoth storics were

“totally end complelely unlrue” and {hat “al no

time did the FBT use polygrapbs, as alleged, in its
investization.” Me {akes us ﬂla)]'ly to task for “llis
inept handling of information) ‘
Well, we have looked into the matler and- it is
clear thal we were wrong abeut the FBI's use ¢f
lie defectors. We ave pleased o have this oppor-
funity {o express our regrels {o Mr. Hoovor and 1o
sel the record straight. But we ere not prepored to

leave it at that, if only becanse {he Implication of

Mr. Ifoover's sweeping deninl (“tolally and coni
pletely wntrue”) is that the original story was en-
~that 110 polygraphs in fact were used
upon stale Department employees — and this js
¢learly not {he case, Nor ig it qui‘.'e so certain whoze
handling of this information was “inept.” The Jacls
are, from all we can gather, that polygraph tests
were administered to State Department officials by
émpleyees, and with equipment belonging to an
outside agency—-presumably {be Central Inielii-
gence Agency which bas these instruments avail-

: l‘ (_!: 0
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B

able for 1(‘"”11?11 use in securit Ly checks of its m\n
personnel, , :

I other words, we had U»: Wrong awncy which
is an important error end one we would have been
happy to correct immediately, befove it had heew
compounded in the subsequent article on Sept, &,
il somebody ju thé government had chosen to speak
up. Bul the D1 was silent untit Mr. Hoover’s letier
arrived 10 days laler, and Secretary of State Tiegers,
who was asked about the story at a press conference
on Sepl. 8 in a half-dozen different ways, adroilly

_avoided a yesor-no answer every time, That is to

say, he did not confirm the role of the FBI, bhut
neither did he deny it; he simply refused’to discuss
methods, while uphelding the ulility of Je-detector
tests in establishing probable innocence, if not prob-
able guilt. And that remains the Stale Departiment’s
position, cven in 1be face of ir. Iloover's denial.
No clarilication, no confirmation, no -comment-—
despite the fact that the oviginal story in The Post
had been checked with the Slate Depariment ans
the role ¢of the ¥'BI had been confivined hy an offi-
cial spokesman on {Wose familiar anonymous, nol-
for-altribution terms which government officials
resort {o when thw don’'t want {o {ake responsibility
publicly for what they sav, and which newspaper
reporiers yield to when there is no otlm way {0

“attvibute assertions of fact.

The result of this profracied tlim-flam was, ﬁzt(
of all, to Juave the Justice Department wnd the ¥BI
falsely accused of administering -lie dctectors {o-
officials of anolher agency, and then, with Mr)
Tloover's denizl, to leave the impression that no
polygraplis were used at all, and you bave {o ask
voursclf what public interest is served by having
this sort of misinferimation circulating around, gath-
ering credence. 1t is not an uncormon practice, of .
course, for the government, when it is confronted
in print with an enibarrassing and not altogelher
accurate news slory, to clam up completely rather
than help straighien ,ount inzecuracies-— espocially
when clarification risks confirmation of thal pext of
the story which js accurate, But it is not a practice
that does much {o further public knowledge. And
still less does it help the newspapers get {hings
right, : - .
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3\!}; altention has been called {o an article

entitled “I'#I Uses Tde Tests o Yrobe of
Y.eaks at f‘l’tie’ by KMurrey Morder in the
September 3, 1871, issue of The Washingion
Post and & c\)]vmn, “Oxtracting the Truth:
Tea Leaves or Polygraph 1(,8& ?” by Alen
darthl on Septeraber 7, 1071 Both of {besc
ilerg categ ricaily 'wsmt Umt 11\\ THY use d
1)013'01‘ plis during au investigation of al-
Jeged “leaks” of confidential infor :mhun at
the Department of State.
- YThese statemeonts B2 Mesars, Marder aud
Parth that {he FPI used polygriphs in this
juvestigation arc 1otml\ and complcicly un-
frure. )

For the information of your repders, the
Depariraent of Justice on July 50, ]9/} in-

structed the BT to conducet a comu]c-m in-

information &as

ailed soing interviews
at the Depariment of Stete, with rogard to
allzged unauthm“imd diselosurs of elassified

s petential violution of {he
\Vo immoediately instituted

vestigation, which or

ecspionage Jaws.

con investigotion.in cﬂ phnnm % JJ\ the 11\

pariment of Jdustice’s instructions, Howaver

“at po time did the I'BI use poly czxapm as sl

“pews of the day.

leged, in itz investigation,

Surely, it iz in tl:c intercst of regponsible
-5011111(111,>1n {hat the basic facts ba accurately
and honestly reporied. This inept hendiing
of information betrays the sincere desive of
your readers for ‘a Tactual knowledee of the

CJEDGAR TIOOVER,
Divector, Tieéderal Yureauw of Investigation,
'\\ashm clon,

.
.
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Polygraph Assoclet
J {akes sirong exeception to botn the tone and

The  Awmerican
content of the articJe by Alun Barth on the
editoric] page of Yhe Post on Septembear 7.

We are diszppointed that & paper’of the
stature of The Post saw it 1o dignify v ”h
publicztion the compendium of half truihs
uniruths, and rather srmhrmumc m,(.dsm
represented by Ae. Rarih's article, We gre
perhaps naive, knowirg thal The Dost bas
never heen a believer in (e polygraph hut
we aszert our profound convietion that you
should reguire factual accuracy, even from
writers on vour epinion pages, .

My, Berth closss swith the comment that a
polygraph test is o insulting, vo desueaning,

~and so hnuniliating, thot anyona who wotld

cither administer pr submit to such an ex-
aminalion is wvnfit to u,"C'en‘; the Urnilad

States, Despite his aszertion thet this can he
1'-"911 for granted, the APA belisves that
such strong statements shonld yeguive sorme
modicum of proof. Exactly why & Lper ) 35
umiliated, demeaned, and ju >1‘]te by L:m"
giver an o] )ﬂx)d.lﬂut'f to cstadlish his Jno-
cence'of serious charges is heyond our cosn-
prehension. . “ -

Mr, Barth dpp arently dfﬂigl‘ils

in"exotevie

knowledge of vavious forms of ordeal but’

conveniently imiores the faet that it was jost
because of such msthods of seothsaying that
the polygraph was developed. We of ihe
ATA would rather ¢ judement of our
veracity vpon {he objective analyzisz of 1 sct
of pelygraph charls than upon the

swirl of
tea leaves, even wheh sticred by a person of

“tors of poly ghpn testing

-cent ranga, Other s
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such perceplion and sonsitivity as nh‘ Yarth,
Yo find ourselyves troubled hy viclous at-
tacks such es thosze by Mre ) b'\um' o
nowhere dozs he sat forth a ¢
place the ona which he g z:.itact-:.mg. Te ap-
pavenily is estzblishing a new constitutional
privilege: The right to le wiih impuunity.
Mr. Barth and othors of his Dk would har
ceffeetive investization, wonld bae psyc!*olog{-
ical fes hn:j, would lar polyeraph examina-
tions, and would, in general, bar any meansg
ihug far developed for gelling at {ruih in
matters of conh'm‘cre}
1t is a fact, for example, that even u(i ac-
concede minbnal
accuraey of the technigue to ve ia tao 10 per
seientiels of imnccecable
Jevedontials, which far exeecd thr_':;_—’ of tun
APA and corfpinly Lir, Pardd, h:vse os-
tablished eccuracy of the tcchmfuw in i
per eent range. With el dug mede sn
APA believes thot {his oy even c;:cr-cd
acciwacy of journalistic reporiing, |
The recent statoment by {ho © Searatar v of
Stale that he believes the polygraph cen be
cffico(i\'ﬂ in clearing the inuoccnt hut ot in
dentifving the guilty, thougn Q(\luf’\' n?u par-
'moxu."l, is eecepiable to the AT'A. We have
always believed that the greatest .scrvice our
mambaors can perform is that of essisting
persons who are Talsely aecused in establish-
ing their innocence
- I’MMO\D JOWE ;

[

Washington.
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. for his activist policics and deépended " i o clear cherter and the authoii®y it
increasingly upon “a new breed of mil--

By William L. Givens

“Phroughout the careerist ranks is « wistful

. yearning for good old days that really never

were, ¢ diplomatic Wealter Mittyland in which

. an elite corps of professional diplomats, all

looking and acting like George Kennan, have

s

the President’s ear . .

,

o_The_author spent. 10 vears s g foreign service officer..

y

EF ALL THX foreign service offi-

itary stralegists and academic social
“scientists”; and  Lyndon  Johnson,
-whose secrctive, idiosyncratic ways,

2 fondness for contrived diplomatic spac-

taculars, and repeated tinkering with

Stale’s adininistrative machinery fur-
“ther eroded State’s waning influence.
Publicly cexhorting the State Depirt-
“ment 1o take charge of the foreign pol-
~iey-making process, Kennedy and John-
bson lacitly denied the depariment the

backing it necded to do so, allowed
rival agencies to dominate State in the

bureatcratic rough-and-tumble, and
- gradually {ransferred power to a bur-
.geoning  National Seccwrity Council
'staff in the White House,

Streamlining Prescribed
AS A CON?;EQUENCE of all this,

b the carcerists tell us, the State De-
-partment has lost control of the for-
eign affairs machinery it is supposed
to be running. Ifs ranks swollen by
military, intelligence and e¢conomic
specialists, administratars, propagand-
ists, and sundry other nondiplomatic
-outsiders, the department is far too
big, both in Washington and oversecas,
and ils authority fragmented among
other agencies, most nolably the De-
fense Department and the CIA,

What must be done, Campbell

needs to carry oul its respousibilitics,
TFor State, {his hos been done repeat-
edly; the {forcign service simply hag not
been up to the task. S
i There Is considerable evidence that
the yeal problem is not State’s organiz
"ion or lack of authority, but the diplo-
mats themselves-—that they would he
no more competent to manage the.
new, sircamlined Statc Department
they dream of than they have heen to
run the old one, and that the authavity
they are pleading for would soon, like
Pinocchio's five gold pieces, slip again
from their grasp into the hands of pred-
ators. - ‘ :
ITEM: One of John XKenmedy’s first
~acts upon iaking office in 1961 was to
issue a lelter to all American ambassa-
dors, authorizing and dirteting them to
“oversce and coordinate all the activi-.
lies of the U.S. govermmnent” in their
couniries. Through Secretery of State
Dean Rusk he expressed the “aclive
expeetation” that State would “in fact
take ,charge of foreign policy.” Prési-
dent- Johnson in 1866 instiluted a top-
level foreign poliey-making body called
the Senior Interdepartmental Group.
(SIQ), installed State at the head of it

" and directed Secretary Rusk to “as-

sume responsibility to the full extent

cers .WHO hz.u-'e \VI'iE’;QIl Master prescribes, is. to streamline the State D'(’.'l‘mitted tfy lg\\v for the over-a}l direc-
- Plans for reforming the State Depart- pepartment by reducing its pérsonnel” tion; coordination and supervision of

ment were laid end to end they would

‘reach from Washinglon to Ilarvard

) Unirersity, where they would {ind stil]

» more foreign service officers, on leave
or retired, writing still more Master
Plans. .

- The latest and by far the best writ-
{en work yet in this boltomless genre
is “The Foreign Affairs Fudge Fae-

‘tory” by John Franklin Campbell, a

- 30-year-old former staff assistant to

_under secretaries of state George.Dall
~and Nicholas Xafzenbach.

“bell is a first-rate journalist and an ar-

- ticulate advocate for the elitist---or, as

<he puts it, Hamillonian—approach to

~the management of American foreign
policy. For all ils siylistic superiority,

however, “Fudge Factory” turns out to:

be yet another apologia for our carcer
_diplomatic establishment and a plea to
.the 